"shrub" in the study, increased under all treatments during the period 1940 through 1953. The increase was largest under no grazing, intermediate under moderate use, and least under heavy use. Hyder et al. (1966) , at the same location, showed that pricklypear frequency increased as soil permeability decreased, and that species composition, including cactus, on upland soils, was not significantly affected by different intensities of grazing. Houston (1963) and other observers reported the influence of insects on mortality of pricklypear. In his study at Central Plains Experimental Range, Vaughan (1967) found that plains pricklypear was by far the most important food of the pocket gopher (Thomomys talpoides). Pricklypear data reported by Klipple and Costello (1960) on intensity of grazing studies for the period 1940 through 1953 were supplemented with data taken at the same location from 1954 through 1964. This was done to study the effects of 25 years of heavy, moderate, or light grazing on pricklypear abundance.
In 1960 a cactus removal study was initiated to determine the effect of pricklypear on forage yields of blue gramagrass (Bouteloua gracilis (HBK.) Lag. ex Steud.). In 12 of the 25 years of the study, the percentage of ground surface covered by herbage of each species was estimated on 120 plots. Pricklypear cover was taken from these data.
Methods

Annual
During the winter of 1959-60 three sets of adjacent paired plots, 70 x 40 ft, were selected on Ascalon soils and three on Shingle soils. The moderately grazed upland pastures in which the plots were located are grazed from November 1 through April 30. Before the growing season in 1960, cactus was removed from one plot of each pair. Pricklypear was removed by hand clipping below the root crown to minimize soil disturbance and damage to the grass. The randomly selected plot from which cactus was removed was outlined by a ripper tooth mounted on a tractor tool bar. This was done to prevent roots of cactus plants outside the plot from extending into the treated area. Twenty 1 x 2 ft subplots were clipped annually in October before cattle were turned into the pastures, to estimate blue-grama yield from 1960 through 1964. Herbage clipped on untreated plots included that growing within the cactus clumps.
Clipping was carefully done in order to avoid damage to the pricklypear.
In 1962, while clipping for herbage yield in the plots containing pricklypear, herbage available to grazing cattle was kept separate from that produced within the pricklypear clump to determine how much was unavailable to the cattle. Frequency data on pricklypear and blue grama were taken in 1965, using the method developed by Hyder et al. (1965) .
A 16-inch square quadrat was used for the pricklypear and a Z-inch square quadrat for the blue grama.
Five transects with 25 quadrats spaced 3 ft apart on each transect were measured at each of the six locations.
These data were taken to show the degree of pricklypear infestation and the frequency of blue grama at the study sites.
Results and Discussion
Grazing intensity.-In 1940, pricklypear cover averaged 0.61, 0.32, and 0.61 y0 in the heavy-, moderate-, and light-use pastures, respectively. To measure the relative cover changes under three rates of stocking, the average pricklypear cover on each of the three pastures in 1940 was considered as 100 and each of the subsequent 11 measurements was calculated as a percentage of the 1940 measurement (Table 1) . Relative changes in pricklypear cover were abrupt, with comparable decreasing and increasing trends on all pastures. The cover in 1964 was more than double that which existed in 1940. The greatest increase occurred on the light-use pasture and the least increase occurred on the heavy-use pasture.
The difference between heavy and light use is significant.
Of greater importance, however, is that cover percentages never exceeded 2.4% ( Fig. 1 ) and that 85% of the variation in pricklypear cover was associated with years.
The small deviations between pastures cannot be attributed to grazing intensity because the rates of increase or decrease also vary within pastures. Heavy grazing appears to be detrimental to pricklypear in some series of years, and favorable to it in other periods. Changes in grazing intensity cannot be depended upon as a management practice to either increase or decrease pricklypear.
Variations in abundance of pricklypear are due primarily to soil conditions (Hyder et al., 1966) , and to year to year fluctuations in weather and associated factors.
An example is the increase of pricklypear cover in 1958 and the decrease in 1959 (Fig. 1) 
Pricklypear
removal.- Table  2 shows the mean air-dry yields of blue-grama herbage clipped annually. Each figure is the mean of 60 clipped subplots, 20 of which were taken at each of the three locations on a given soil. The mean yield of 442 lb/acre from the control plots is not significantly different from the 402 lb/acre taken on the plots from which the cactus had been removed. The extremely low yields in 1964 resulted from annual precipitation of only 4.31 inches. The removal of pricklypear did not result in an increase in yield of blue-grama herbage. Moisture used by the pricklypear was probably compensated for by other factors.
The pricklypear pads may serve as small windbreaks and produce a more favorable microclimate.
After summer showers the surface soil within the clumps remains moist several hours longer than that outside the clumps, and during 
Conclusions
Under conditions similar to those at Central Plains Experimental Range, differences in summer stocking rates of 1.79 acres/yearling month to 4.11 acres/yearling month cannot be expected to increase or decrease abundance of plains pricklypear. Changes in stocking rates between these levels cannot be recommended as a management practice to change pricklypear abundance. The illusion that pricklypear abundance in this area is associated with heavier grazing is because the pricklypear in the more lightly-used pastures is camouflaged by the ungrazed grass. In the more heavily-used pastures the grass is shorter and grazed closer to the pricklypear clumps which in turn makes the pricklypear appear to be much more abundant than it is where more ungrazed grass is present.
Pricklypear removal did not result in an increase in blue-grama production, but did make more forage available for grazing.
